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1.

REPLY DECLARATION OF SHERRY LICHTENBERG
My name is Sherry Lichtenberg. I am the same Sherry Lichtenberg who previously filed
a declaration in this proceeding. The purpose of this declaration is to provide brief
updates on some of the factual developments since I filed my declaration. I will not
reiterate the points I made in the prior declaration.
First, Qwest’s failure to offer industry-standard migrate-as-specified ordering continues.
Qwest has stated in an August 13 ex parte that as of August 15 it would permit CLECs to
submit orders without listing existing features if a customer did not wish to retain those
features. It is my understanding, however, that this is not a change and thus will not help
eliminate the problems WorldCom is experiencing. While WorldCom originally believed
based on Qwest’s documentation that it had to list all existing features, by the time I filed
my declaration in this proceeding we had discovered that this was not so. We had
determined that the problems WorldCom was experiencing were caused by the fact that
CLEC: had to differentiate between features the customer wished to retain and new
features the customer wished to order for the first time. Qwest’s August 15 change will

not address this problem; it will simply reveal what should have been clear all along — the
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way Qwest’s systems actually work with respect to features the customer does not wish
to retain.

Qwest has indicated that WorldCom could ask for an exception to the change
management process to implement industry standard migrate as specified and also
migrate by name and telephone number. Taking up this suggestion, WorldCom has now
made such a request and has specifically requested that this functionality be implemented
by the end of the year. Qwest has now informed WorldCom that the procedures for
responding to such a request are still being worked out. As of today, there is no
assurance whatsoever that the needed functionality will be implemented any time soon.
Absent agreement with WorldCom’s exception request, migrate as specified will not be
implemented until next April, and it is not at all clear when migrate by name and
telephone number will be implemented.

Qwest has recently indicated that it would not be able to implement all of LSOG 6 next
April if CLECs wanted any of their prioritized changes included in the April release.
CLECs were given the option of implementing only part of LSOG 6 and including some
CLEC changes in April. They voted in favor of this option. Hopefully, this will leave
room to include migrate as specified in the April release since it was ranked second, but it
will almost certainly not include room for migrate by name and telephone number even
though it was ranked quite high — 19th by CLECs. One reason that some other CLECs
may have been reluctant to request an even higher priority for migrate by name and
telephone number is that Qwest indicated it would take between 1,875 and 3,125 hours to
implement. In contrast, BellSouth has stated that it took 999 hours of actual time to

implement migrate by telephone number.
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5. Qwest states that some CLECs have managed to implement pre-order and order and
achieve low reject rates despite problems with Qwest’s current systems and suggests that
the WorldCom’s high reject rate may be its own fault. I can only reiterate that
WorldCom’s reject rate in ordering through Z-Tel remains more than twice as high in the
Qwest region as in the other regions where it is ordering through Z-Tel. Moreover, in
July, 36% of the rejects WorldCom received related to address issues, 15% to multiple
CSRs and 7% to feature activity — indicating Qwest’s complex pre-ordering and ordering
processs are largely to blame. Some of these rejects cannot be eliminated even with
perfect integration. Because Qwest requires CLECs to rely on feature information from
the CSR, for example, and because the CSR information is often wrong, CLECs will
inevitably face rejects no matter how perfectly they integrate.

6. In any event, a high reject rate is not the only problem caused by Qwest’s complex
process. As I have previously explained, that process significantly increases
development costs and delays processing of customer orders when the customer is on the
phone. One reason this is so, which I have not discussed previously, is that integrating
pre-ordering and ordering in Qwest requires the CLEC to program its systems to first
extract the customer’s telephone number(s) from the CSR where it is hidden under the
feature descriptions. The systems must then again search through the CSR to pull the
feature information. In contrast, with other ILECs, the telephone numbers are separately
delineated allowing one search through the CSR. Moreover, in the Qwest region, the
CLEC’s systems must translate information in pre-order that is included in non-standard
pre-order fields into the standard ordering fields, based on a table created by the CLEC.

In contrast, with other ILECs, the names of the pre-order and order fields match. All of



Lichtenberg Reply Declaration, August 26, 2002, Qwest 271 — Montana, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming

this significantly increases processing time as compared with the process in other regions,
increasing the amount of time it takes to display a CSR to customer service
representatives by about 15 seconds. This is critical in a mass markets business driven by
volumes.

It is also critical that CLECs are able to submit supplemental orders to change features or
due dates, or other account maintenance orders, based on the customer information they
have imported into their own databases. I have previously explained that Qwest’s
process prevents CLECs from doing so. Qwest does not even address this failure.

One other point I should note is that we recently discovered that it may not always be
possible to use the address obtained from the address validation function to access the
CSR. This is because of discrepancies between the different back-end databases, CRIS
and PREMIS, accessed through the two functions. In answer to WorldCom’s question on
this point, Qwest responded that it would have to research this issue. This only adds one
more problem associated with Qwest’s reliance on service addresses.

I would also like to point out that our recent experience has confirmed the importance of
my prior warning that Qwest has not shown it would follow its change management
process and that it had yet to be determined whether there were significant problems with
the process itself. In recent months, Qwest has made a number of changes to its OSS
that impact CLECs, without providing advance notice of its changes. Qwest’s August 13
ex parte lists a number of such changes, and there have been many others. If Qwest
really had been changing its systems on August 15 to eliminate a pre-existing
requirement that CLEC:s list all existing features on migration orders, for example,

advanced notice would clearly have been required so that CLECs could change their
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systems and prepare for any possible harmful impact of the change. But Qwest did not
provide the advanced notice required by the change management process.

10. I will not reiterate all of the other problems I discussed in my prior declaration. Suffice it
to say that nothing Qwest has said has convinced me these problems do not exist. I agree
with what WorldCom says in its Reply Comments about these problems, as well as what
it says about the problems I have already discussed.

CONCLUSION

11. This concludes my declaration on behalf of WorldCom, Inc.
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this _ day of August, 2002.

111s/1/

Sherry Lichtenberg



